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The evaluation will run until 1995 so that the 5–14 programme can
be studied beyond its initial impact. The aim is to provide informa-
tion which can be used to improve implementation of the guide-
lines and the material and professional support for teachers. In
other words, rather than waiting until the end of the studies to
produce a report, the research teams will feed information to
schools and education authorities, to advisers, Inspectors and
policy-makers — all those who can use it in their work to make the
5–14 programme effective in raising standards in teaching and
learning. The series of three seminars with advisers and 5–14
coordinators held in June 1993 and this Interchange are part of this
process.
An important aim of the evaluation is to provide a channel
through which the views and experiences of teachers, head-
teachers, parents and others involved in the 5–14 programme,
or affected by it, can be heard and taken into account. Whilst the
evaluation aims to produce information which will help to im-
prove implementation of the 5–14 guidelines, its focus is on
underlying principles of the programme rather than, for example,
the wording and sequence of particular attainment targets.
Information being collected: what, when and how
The evaluation teams work with two main school groups. One is
a representative nationwide sample of about 130 secondary
schools and about 200 primary schools. Information is collected
each autumn by questionnaire from teachers in these schools, to
provide a national overview and to confirm the importance of
issues raised in the interviews. The second sample of 40 schools is
chosen from the national sample, so that each of the 16 secondary
schools is geographically linked with one or more of the 24
primary schools. Visits to these 40 schools extend over most of a
week during which a number of teachers, including the head-
teacher, are interviewed in some depth. The same schools are
visited on successive occasions, enabling the evaluation teams to
build up a rich picture of how each school is coming to grips with
the various aspects of the 5–14 programme. The questionnaires
and the interviews are planned so that each supplements and
extends the other, enabling both quantitative and qualitative infor-
mation to be collected.
At the beginning of 1992 the only areas of the curriculum for which
final guidelines had reached the schools were mathematics and
English language; the others were still ‘working papers’. Later in
1992, guidelines for religious and moral education and for expres-
sive arts were available in final form. Parts 1 and 2 of the
assessment guidelines were issued in October 1991 and Part 3 (as
a working paper) in 1990.
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Background
T
he 5–14 development
programme was launched by the
Scottish Office Education Department
(SOED) in 1987 and has now been
completed with the publication of
national guidelines on the curriculum,
on assessment and on reporting of
pupils' progress for pupils aged 5 to 14.
Each document began as a working
paper which was issued for a period of
trial and consultation before being
revised and published as national
guidelines. Schools began receiving the
5–14 documents, first in the form of
working papers and later as national
guidelines, in 1989. In 1991, when the
programme was still at an early stage,
the SOED set up four coordinated
projects to evaluate the implementation
of:
• the curriculum and assessment
guidelines in primary schools;
• the curriculum and assessment
guidelines in secondary schools;
• the guidelines on reporting;
• the test materials and their use.
This Interchange reports information
from the first two years of operation of
each of these projects. Further details of
the project teams are given at the back.
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A major constraint on the evaluation was the effect which opposition to
testing had on the administration of national tests in the session 1991/92.
Thus, whilst it was possible to ask teachers about their views on testing and
the test material, these schools did not necessarily provide an opportunity
to study the test material systematically. So, in addition to gathering
information from primary school headteachers in schools in which inter-
views were carried out, the researchers chose a separate sample of schools
which were testing most of their P4 and P7 pupils in 1991/92. Of the 46
schools approached, 14 from three education authorities (including two
schools from the independent sector) agreed to participate in the study. In
these 14 schools information was gathered on the selection of national test
units, performance in the tests and how the test were administered. Groups
of pupils were invited to talk about their experiences of national tests and
parents were sent a postal questionnaire. In addition, both headteachers
and classroom teachers were interviewed.
The view from primary schools
Through the visits to schools in the spring of 1992 and 1993 and the
questionnaires sent in November 1992, headteachers, class teachers and
learning support teachers were involved in providing the evaluation with
information across a wide range of issues. Since not all of it can be included
here, this report concentrates on the most relevant aspects at that time,
namely, teachers’ views of the curriculum and assessment guidelines (or
working papers), and how the guidelines were being used and implemented.
Views on the curriculum guidelines
Figure 1 opposite shows that primary teachers were more likely to have
studied the final guidelines for English language and mathematics than the
working papers or final guidelines for other curricular areas. Most teachers
had no strong feelings about the presentation and content of the guidelines,
recognising in them a considerable amount of what was already being
done; on the whole they liked rather than disliked them. Primary teachers
liked:
• the clear and sensible content, such as the increased emphasis on
talking and listening in English and on information handling in
mathematics;
• the familiarity of many of the recommendations, which reassured
teachers about their own practice;
• the fact that the guidelines provided a structure or framework to
work to. ‘It lays it down in black and white for anyone who didn’t
know what they should be doing’, was a typical remark.
Aspects which teachers did not like included:
• the language used. This was by far the most common criticism of the
guidelines, but in particular those for English language. Some of the
words used were thought to be ‘jargon’ which some teachers thought
made the documents ‘intimidating’, even ‘formidable’
• a lack of practical examples, which tended to make some of the
recommendations seem ‘vague’ and ‘woolly’.
Few primary teachers had given much attention to the guidelines or
working papers on expressive arts, religious and moral education and
Many teachers found
the curriculum
guidelines a source of
reassurance, confirming
their current practice.
 
In what areas of the
5–14 curriculum do the
greatest challenges lie?
Term School Question- Feed-
visits naires back
(4 days/ (end Sept) meetings
school)
Autumn 1991
Spring 1992 3
Summer 1992
Autumn 1992 3
Spring 1993 3
Summer 1993 3
Autumn 1993 3
Spring 1994 3
Summer 1994
Autumn 1994 33
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  report writing
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environmental studies. However, interviews with this limited group re-
vealed some worries about teachers’ ability to deal with specialist areas
covered by the expressive arts, unease about how to handle the religious
elements in the working paper on religious and moral education, and
confusion about what exactly was recommended in the working paper for
environmental studies (more topic-based teaching or a move away from
it?). This picture had changed little in spring 1993, when teachers were still
concentrating on English language and mathematics. Where there were
changes in views, these were in favour of the guidelines as teachers became
more familiar and comfortable with them.
Views on the assessment guidelines
Although the assessment guidelines were published in 1991, it was not
until the end of 1992 that most primary teachers had read them in sufficient
depth to be able to form clear views. The first questionnaires to teachers
showed that 62% had read them and that three-quarters of these teachers
gave them cautious approval. Those who liked the guidelines thought the
ideas were sensible, helpful (especially with forward planning) and
constructive. Teachers who disliked the guidelines thought that they
expected too much, often because these teachers associated assessment
with recording and reporting, and they were worried about the practicalities.
Primary headteachers had studied the assessment guidelines much earlier
than most teachers. Whilst they would have liked to have seen more
examples, most thought the guidelines were potentially useful and would
improve continuity and structure in assessment, as well as give teachers
Figure 1. Teachers’
views of the curriculum
guidelines in
(a) spring 1992
(interviews) and
(b) December 1992
(questionnaires)
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help in planning and in taking account of the needs of individual pupils.
However, they recognised that teachers might have to change their views
of continuous assessment and come to see it as focused and systematic,
rather than a process which assessed everything all the time. They also
predicted that parents would expect more comprehensive reports and ask
more searching questions about their children’s progress.
Views on the reporting guidelines
At the time of the questionnaire, the document Reporting 5–14 had only
just been published and was still new to many teachers. Thus these findings
represent very early reactions, based on what teachers and other respondents
thought might happen, not on experience of implementing the guidelines.
Three points emerged from the questionnaires. First, most primary teach-
ers thought that parents would find the new form of report useful. Second,
they thought that parents would be confused by the use of the 5–14 levels.
Third, teachers were concerned that the time required to complete the new
reporting form would outweigh the benefits.
Whether or not teachers thought that the 5–14 guidelines on reporting
would result in improvement depended on how satisfied they were with the
present forms of reporting to parents. Many teachers described reports as
being a basis for face-to-face discussion at meetings with parents and
emphasised the importance of such meetings. Parents made good use of
‘open door’ policies, and teachers therefore had reservations about the
effectiveness of long, written reports.
Teachers’ initial worries about the new report form focused on the time
needed to complete it. There was also concern about the statement of ‘next
steps’, because what one teacher wrote might be too specific or unrealistic
for another to be able to provide the following year. Both primary and
secondary teachers anticipated that the use of levels would cause some
confusion and that parents might expect progress across levels to be more
rapid than in fact would be the case.
The views of parents on the present reporting form were similar for primary
and secondary pupils. They saw parents’ meetings as an important part of
the reporting process and made use of this facility and the opportunity to
meet teachers at other times. Parents who already received quite detailed
reports appreciated them and also welcomed more frequent brief reports
and ‘early warning’ mini-reports. Parents wanted to know about their
children’s behaviour, effort and attitude as well as academic progress.
They also wanted to be able to help their children. Some wanted informa-
tion about how their children were performing in relation to others.
In reacting to the new report form parents echoed teachers’ concerns that
the time taken in assembling the report might take up teaching and
preparation time. A few thought there was a danger that the levels would
‘label’ their children but others hoped they would be a useful guide. Some
parents saw ‘next steps’ as a useful basis for discussion with teachers,
which was still seen as being of prime importance.
Using the curriculum guidelines
By early 1992, few primary teachers had used any of the guidelines other
than those for English and mathematics. The questionnaires later in the
Many teachers worried
that the requirement to
pinpoint ‘next steps’ for
pupils would create
unrealistic targets.
How can it be ensured
that ‘next steps’ are as
helpful as is intended?
Both teachers and
parents were
concerned that writing
5–14 style reports
would reduce the time
teachers had for lesson
preparation.
Do you agree? How
likely is it that such
reports will make
preparation and
teaching easier in the
future?Interchange 23.
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year and the 1993 interviews gave a similar picture. Most teachers
interviewed (and 89% of those returning questionnaires) had used the
guidelines in a ‘match and mismatch’ exercise, setting the content of what
was recommended against their own practice. As a result, the most
common change planned in English was a greater emphasis on talking and
listening, while in mathematics more attention was being given to infor-
mation handling, problem solving, practical work and contextualised
activities. Another common use of the guidelines was in developing
forward plans; 95% of teachers answering the questionnaire used them in
this way, usually on a monthly or a termly basis. This means checking to
ensure that items were covered and sometimes, though less frequently,
planning towards specific targets. Once drawn up, forward plans became
a daily reference point, with the 5-14 guidelines providing support. While
just over half of those answering the questionnaire (52%) saw the
guidelines as a source of good ideas in terms of content, few (12%) thought
of them in this way in relation to methods of teaching.
Implementing the guidelines
Figure 2 overleaf shows information from questionnaires to teachers and
head-teachers about the support they had received and how useful it had
been. Asked what kind of help they most needed in the future, as many as
190 teachers and 126 headteachers commented at length. Their most
frequent wish, predictably, was for more time, in addition to more liaison
with colleagues, more resources targeted to their differing needs and more
reassurance, as one teacher put it, that ‘because I find the whole 5–14
concept so complicated I am not necessarily a worthless teacher’.
The 1993 interviews confirmed that primary teachers wanted more
discussion with their colleagues, especially in the form of workshop
sessions at in-service training. Other support they wanted ranged from
basic equipment such as books and digital clocks to lists of resources and
how they matched 5–14 guidelines. However, the greatest need was for
more time to read and think about the guidelines and to absorb their
implications.
At least two-thirds of teachers interviewed in 1992, and 82% of those
returning questionnaires, thought that the 5-14 programme had consider-
ably increased their workloads; nearly a fifth felt they could not cope with
the increase. All headteachers were aware of the impact on their staff and,
indeed, their comments reflected more concern for the effect on teachers
than for their own workloads.
For primary teachers, studying the guidelines, often at home, had been a
difficult and time-consuming task. Many also found that forward planning
took longer because of the need to make constant reference to the
documents. These are the demands which any innovation would make.
However, there was also pressure of a less specific kind, largely because
they felt too many documents had come to them, too fast, and because the
mixture of working papers and final guidelines was confusing.
Headteachers in almost all schools felt there was a severe shortage of time.
The 5–14 programme was only one of several innovations affecting them,
but the problem seems to have been especially acute in small schools. In
schools with fewer than 100 pupils,  40 out of 45 headteachers pointed to
Teachers felt that the
curriculum guidelines
were mainly to do with
the ‘what’ rather than
the ‘how’ of teaching.
How far does this
match your own view?Interchange 23.
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problems stemming from too many demands. Other problems included
shortage of resources when per capita budgets were low and the burden of
planning and leading staff development, which in very small schools often
fell on headteachers alone. However, most headteachers returning ques-
tionnaires felt some compensation because the 5–14 programme was
helping them move in directions they wanted to take, as, for instance, in
encouraging whole-school planning and reviews of teaching.
The experience of national testing
These findings relate to the pre-1993 arrangements for testing. The
questionnaires to the national sample of schools showed that 60% of
primary schools had taken part in testing in spring 1991 and 64% in the
session 1991/92 (when testing could be carried out for P4 and P7 at times
to suit the school). When testing had taken place it had not included all P4
and P7 pupils and so the total number of pupils tested in each year was
about one third of those eligible. Headteachers were negative about the
value of testing: 80% did not think that the results would help secondary
schools; 91% did not think that they would help to identify children who
needed help, whilst 88% thought the testing would narrow the curriculum.
Figure 2. Support
with implementing
the guidelines:
what teachers and
headteachers had
received and how
useful they found it
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During interviews in spring 1992, headteachers expressed further con-
cerns — about test results being used for creating league tables, about the
waste of time because the tests gave no new information and did not help
with diagnosing pupils’ problems and about the disruption caused in the
school. However, when asked about the test material and whether there
were circumstances in which they would use it, responses were more
positive. The test materials themselves were seen to be useful as topic material
or ‘as a bank of material for teachers to use to see if they were achieving
their targets’. Some questioned why testing was restricted to P4 and P7.
The new arrangements for testing (see page 12) appear, then, to meet a
number of teachers’ concerns, whilst providing more uniformity in
judging pupils’ achievements.
In general, teachers from the 14 schools in which testing was being
undertaken were less negative towards national testing than those in the
main study samples. They saw the test material as being relevant and
attractive to use in teaching. Most of the teachers complained about the
amount of administrative time which testing took up, and felt that the
‘trade-off’ in terms of additional information about pupils was limited. As
one expressed it: ‘could that time not be used more wisely in the classroom?’
Many primary teachers found the writing tests took too long, although
they recognised the value of the exercise in arriving at some measure of
a pupil’s attainment: ‘I quite enjoyed the exactness…of seeing the ways
that we are being offered to mark writing criteria…I think it is positive to
mark writing — to look at it critically in a clear way. I think that will be
a useful tool but we found that incredibly difficult.’
Only 37% of parents (from the 14 schools) returned completed question-
naires. Of those who did, approximately 50% were in favour of national
testing, while just under 70% believed that national testing was not a good
use of teachers’ time. Despite this, 52% felt that test results provided parents
with useful information on their child's progress in relation to national standards.
Children who were asked about the tests in a group discussion had
refreshingly uncomplicated views. Whilst obviously aware of the purpose
of testing, almost all the children had enjoyed the tests. One young
respondent was especially enthusiastic: ‘I think the person who wrote the
tests must be dead good…just to think about all these things in a sports
centre you can do maths sums about!’
Selection and use of test units
In the 14 schools undertaking testing, a total of 132 different test units was
used from the Primary Assessment Unit (now known as the 5–14 Assess-
ment Unit, or FFAU) catalogue. In mathematics, where four separate test
units were given to each pupil, 70 test units in all were used. However, the
most popular six or seven units in each of the areas tested (mathematics,
reading and writing) were given to almost two-thirds of the pupils in the
14 schools. On these most popular test units 75% or more of pupils
attained or exceeded the relevant threshold scores.
Approaches to organising the tests differed, from very formal class test
arrangements to very informal individual or small group assessment. In
most cases promoted staff or learning support staff assisted during testing.
There were mixed
views about national
testing — from both
education professionals
and parents.
What role do you think
such testing will play in
the future?Interchange 23.
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The view from secondary schools
The data presented here were collected by the 1992 spring term interviews,
by the later questionnaire survey, and 1993 spring term interviews.
Different questionnaires and interviews were used to gather information
from the headteacher, principal teachers and teachers of English and
mathematics, and from learning support teachers. Only a selection of the
information obtained is summarised here, relating to teachers’ views of the
curriculum and assessment guidelines, the process of implementation, and
liaison between primary and secondary schools.
Views on the curriculum guidelines
The spring 1992 interviews revealed that it was too early for secondary
school staff to have digested the guidelines and formed opinions of them.
Initial reaction to their content was very varied, but there was general
agreement about at least two implications:
• the guidelines would lead to better liaison with primary schools and
hence better continuity in the curriculum for pupils
• additional time was needed to implement the guidelines.
The philosophy of the 5–14 development was seen by many secondary
teachers to be a positive step towards teachers and pupils working together
with shared, open aims and within a common framework with a clear
rationale. However, a concern raised in many of the interviews was that the
5–14 programme was one of several recent innovations which were being
introduced piecemeal and too quickly after each other. In addition, a
number of teachers were worried about the danger of ‘labelling’ pupils,
over-  prescription of what to teach and the amount of administrative work.
The questionnaires two terms later revealed that the guidelines were
welcomed by virtually all secondary teachers. The main reasons were that:
• they would promote improved continuity in the curriculum between
primary and secondary schools;
• they provided a useful structure for the curriculum;
• they offered an opportunity to review S1/S2 courses.
However, there were reservations about:
• the lack of time and materials for implementation;
• an anticipated increase in workload;
• the high number of changes in the curriculum in recent years;
• the demands of assessment and recording;
• the possibility that the guidelines would be overtaken by further
changes in the curriculum in S2, 3 and 4.
When interviewed in 1993 approximately half the secondary head-
teachers felt that significant or steady progress had been made in imple-
menting the mathematics and English language guidelines, and that this
was due mainly to the attitude of committed staff, and to improved
relationships with associated primary schools. Approximately half of
headteachers were disappointed with progress that was hampered, in their
view, by constraints outside their control.
Generally, headteachers, principal teachers and teachers thought that
better progress had been made so far with implementing the mathematics
A common concern was
that the 5–14
programme was one of
several recent
innovations which were
being introduced
piecemeal and too
quickly after each
other.
How comfortably do
you think that 5–14
programme sits with
other recent
innovations in
secondary education?Interchange 23.
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guidelines than the English language guidelines. Senior management in
schools were more positive and optimistic about the progress of the 5–14
programme than the principal teachers, who, in turn, displayed more
enthusiasm than teachers.
Although schools had concentrated on mathematics and English language
guidelines during 1992/93, there were pockets of development in other
subjects, initiated by enthusiastic teachers.
Some key issues emerged from all three sets of data. In general secondary
teachers welcomed:
• the content, framework and rationale of the 5–14 programme;
• the opportunity to improve continuity from primary to secondary
school; and
• the opportunity to review S1/S2 courses.
They were concerned about:
• the resources and support available, the programme being only one
of many priorities and recent initiatives;
• possible increases in workload, and
• the 5–14 programme being overtaken by future changes in the
curriculum.
Views on the assessment guidelines
In spring 1992, implementing the guidelines on assessment was not a
priority in secondary schools. Indeed, although most headteachers had
read and welcomed the document, the majority of principal teachers and
teachers had not so far seen or read it. Responses from headteachers and
principal teachers to the questionnaires showed that during session 1992/
93, 10% of schools were currently implementing the guidelines, 40%
expected to start implementation, and 50% expected to be still at the stage
of scrutiny and discussions within departments.
The questionnaires also showed that schools were generally positive
about the assessment guidelines, with 98% of secondary headteachers
agreeing or strongly agreeing that the assessment guidelines would
improve the quality of teaching and learning. Mathematics and English
teachers were also generally positive but had reservations about the
amount of work involved in assessing and recording and also about
changes to procedures in order to relate these to 5–14 levels. There was
some ambiguity in these responses, as many teachers considered they were
already covering most of the proposals but still felt the work involved in
assessment and recording would be unmanageable.
The 1993 interviews revealed that by then most teachers had read the
guidelines, and the resulting activities had mostly served to raise aware-
ness of the importance of assessment. Some schools, for example, had
established committees or working groups for 5–14 assessment, whilst
others were looking at the guidelines within departments.
The principles of 5–14 assessment had been favourably received, but there
was concern about practical implications, such as the amount of time
needed for assessing and recording, and the difficulties of achieving
While  teachers saw the
aims of 5–14 as
laudable, they felt that
implementation
presented a number of
difficulties.
Do you agree that there
have been difficulties?
If so, have they now
been overcome?Interchange 23.
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coherence across curricular areas. Teachers were still concerned about the
potential effects of assessment with regard to ‘labelling’ pupils.
Although the assessment guidelines stress the importance of a whole
school approach to assessment, nearly all of the principal teachers of
English interviewed said that their departments were developing their
assessment plans relatively independently from the rest of the school, and
half of the mathematics principal teachers were also working independently.
The teachers often indicated that they did not separate the effects of the 5–
14 assessment guidelines from the effects of the rest of the programme, and
it was apparent that, as for primary schools, recording and reporting are
inseparably linked in teachers’ minds.
Implementing the guidelines
The 1992 interviews revealed a great variety in the ways that secondary
schools were introducing the 5–14 guidelines and in their different starting
points — discussion, review of practice, study of links between primary
and secondary schools, implications for resources either currently in use or
needed. This variety is reflected in the fact that there was little in common
in the factors which schools felt had helped or hindered implementation,
with the exception of lack of time. Very few of the factors cited stemmed
from the 5–14 programme itself. Nearly all were related to the implemen-
tation of any educational innovation — to do with time, resources,
management, support, communication and people. Of most help was in-
service training which was structured and practical, and involved sharing
expertise among primary and secondary colleagues.
The questionnaire responses from secondary headteachers revealed that
there had been progress in implementing the guidelines during the 1992/
93 session. Nearly all schools (91%) had appointed a 5–14 coordinator, the
majority (79%) had a primary/secondary liaison committee in place, and
half had established a 5–14 committee. However, headteachers were much
more positive about the usefulness of those activities than were other teachers.
A list of factors (derived from the interviews) that could help with progress
was presented in the questionnaires to headteachers and principal teachers
who were asked to say which were helping in their schools. Table 1 shows
some interesting similarities and differences between the views of princi-
pal teachers and headteachers.
Teachers were sceptical
of the ability of schools’
management systems
to handle innovation.
Why do you think this
might be? How could
such systems be
improved?
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Principal teachers Headteachers
English Mathematics (n = 84)
(n = 85) (n = 74)
Positive staff attitudes 56 54 67
Management structure which can handle
    new initiatives 28 32 70
Appointment of senior teachers with
    curricular responsibility 24 12 35
5–14 coordinator 26 18 85
5–14 committee 25 14 46
Table 1. Factors that were helping
schools implement the 5–14
programme (% of responses)Interchange 23.
5–14 evaluation
11
Between a half and three-quarters of all the groups of teachers gave 5–14
implementation a high priority, and one third of secondary schools
estimated that implementation of the mathematics and English language
guidelines was substantially underway in 1992/93.
The interviews in 1993 revealed that, as schools had different starting
points and resources, they had continued to implement the programme in
different ways. Although there was no one pattern or formula that was
successful, there were some common threads.
At the level of the whole school, headteachers had found that incorporating
the 5–14 programme into a school development plan had helped to manage
its introduction, particularly in the setting of clear targets and timescales.
Taking account of departmental plans and primary school development
plans had been an important part of the process, as had been full consul-
tation with staff in both sectors.
Headteachers and teachers also saw the continuing development of good
relationships with associated primary schools as contributing to success.
At principal teacher and teacher level the management of implementation
had moved forward from the stage of discussion and awareness raising,
and was focusing on practical activities such as the review and auditing of
courses and resources, and the development of differentiated materials. It
was clear from the interviews that these activities had mainly been carried
out by committed, competent staff. At teacher level, the implementation
of the programme had led to changes in classroom organisation, either
actual or anticipated, and to the development of resources in order to
address such things as differentiation.
Teachers saw central direction by the regional education authorities, in the
development of materials, for example, as a way of saving time. They took
a similar view of the sharing of expertise and experience through in-
service training, which were best delivered, it was felt, by teachers with
recent experience and realistic expectations.
In order, however, to manage implementation more effectively, teachers
still felt that more time, materials, and money were needed. Moreover, the
vast amount of development work they felt was required in secondary
schools, and the fear that the 5–14 programme might be overtaken by
future changes, were still holding back implementation, affecting teach-
ers’ attitudes and commitment. Although there had been considerable
progress between 1992 and 1993 in implementing the mathematics and
English language guidelines,  secondary schools were still finding it
difficult to balance their priorities.
Links between primary and secondary schools
Most secondary headteachers interviewed in 1992 anticipated that the
guidelines would lead to closer links with their associated primary schools,
but also that extra time would be needed for this, both for themselves and
for their primary colleagues. Principal teachers were also generally in
favour of strengthening these links, but not all were happy with the idea of
abandoning their ‘fresh start’ policies. The questionnaires from teachers
confirmed that primary school records were not widely used. Although
over two-thirds of principal teachers encouraged their staff to use theInterchange 23.
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information, only about a third of the teachers did so.  One reason given by
headteachers was variability between the records from different primary schools.
There was considerable variation in the type and extent of liaison with
associated primary schools. Most principal teachers anticipated changes in
their relationships, mainly by way of increases in the number of exchange
visits by both primary and secondary school staff, shared in-service days
and more continuity in pupils’ work.
In order to develop further their liaison with primary schools they sug-
gested that the following would help:
• additional time (non-teaching but timetabled);
• additional staff (to cover classes);
• joint in-service training;
• guidance on assessment and reporting.
Nearly a year later, the 1993 interviews showed in most cases strengthened
earlier relationships between primary and secondary schools, and a genu-
ine desire to cooperate and negotiate with  primary colleagues. Although
still sceptical in the main about using primary school records when
available,  some schools had set up and developed meaningful links with
associated primary schools. In particular, secondary teachers were aware
of the need to be sympathetic towards primary colleagues, and avoid being
either patronising or dominant in the relationship.
Teachers stressed, however, the need for ‘proper funding’ and resources in
terms of time and staff, if the philosophy of developing  continuity in the
curriculum were fully to be realised. Not surprisingly, schools with a large
number of associated primary schools have experienced greater problems
in establishing and maintaining links than have secondary schools with a
small number of associated primary schools.
Another important factor in achieving the vision of the 5–14 programme was
the need for better, more consistent information on pupils from primary
schools.
Further research
The evaluation is scheduled to continue for a further two years, during which there
will be a change in focus of three of the projects, for two reasons. One of these is
the change in arrangements for national testing. The new proposals, implemented
in primary schools from January 1993 and in secondary schools from January
1994, mean that each pupil will be tested in reading, writing and mathematics
when the teacher judges the pupil has largely achieved the targets at a certain level.
Thus testing could be taking place in any class and at any time, as part of teachers'
continuous assessment. This change is being accommodated in the evaluation by
incorporating the evaluation of national testing within the scope of the two
projects on curriculum and assessment.
The second reason arises from interest in the extent to which the 5–14 programme
is catering for pupils at the extremes of the ability range. The evaluation indicated
particular concern in schools for the children at the lower end of the ability
spectrum, for whom no programme was suggested (the guidelines do suggest
outline programmes for pupils beyond level E). Consequently a new project starting
in September 1993 focusing on the impact of the curriculum and assessment
guidelines on the least and most able pupils will be introduced into the evaluation
and will be carried out by the existing team at The University of Edinburgh.
○
○
○
○
○
○
The ‘fresh start’
approach was still
attractive to some
secondary teachers.
Why? Is this justified? If
this continues, what is
the value of stronger
liaison between
primary and secondary
schools?
The views expressed in this
paper are those of the authors
and do not necessarily reflect
those of the Scottish Office
Education Department who
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Coordination of the projects
The evaluation follows a plan agreed by all four teams, so that, for example,
comparable information is gathered from primary and secondary schools and
so that data collection is shared. In practical terms this means that the teams
meet together, usually for a whole day, about eight times a year. Information
for all four projects is collected by field workers from several teams and hence
all team members are accountable to each other. The geographical location of
the project teams means that this arrangement also cuts the costs of visiting
schools. For example, all study schools in Strathclyde Region are visited by
team members from the University of Strathclyde and all those in the north of
the country by team members from Northern College of Education.The Interchange series
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If you have views on Interchange and/or wish to find out more about RIU’s research programme, contact
 the Research and Intelligence Unit (RIU), The Scottish Office Education and Industry Department,
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